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not there at 9 A.M., was there three hours later, though the
Rectory was securely locked up, and normal entry was impos-
sible. The report continues: e The mark was in the form of an
arrow-shaft and its head.3
I remember the arrow well, and it was pointing downward to
the left. To the left of the eMa3 marking were the stairs leading
to the cellars, and at the bottom of these stairs was the shallow
tank or 'well' ('well-tank'), under which, almost exactly six
years later, were found the fragments of human remains. (See
Cellar Plan.) So the arrow might have had some significance,
35 Mr Taylor suggests. In fact, literally a cpointer5 or clue.
Miss E. M. Smith, of St Clement's House, Bolsover Street,
London, W.i, thinks, with Mr Heaton, that in the 'odd marks'
message (see p. 197), the second line from the bottom is the
inverted word 'light.' And she says (December n, 1942): cthe
bottom line of this script is a misspelt version of "Mas(s)-by-
AB(b)ey." ' Miss Smith's rendering approximates to her name-
sake's eMas(s)-by-Boy' (see above), except that the wordc abbey'
suggests the monastic site on which the Rectory is alleged to
have been built. It also suggests the 'monk and nun' legend.
The Rev. Dr W. G. Peck, and his son, the Rev. David G.
Peck, B.A., of 45 Castelnau Mansions, London, S.W.I3, in dis-
cussing the wall-writings, write (September 22, 1943):
We think the wall-writings, if the possibility of fraud (conscious
or unconscious) may be finally excluded, are extremely important,
for it seems difficult to account for them on any less hypothesis than
that some conscious and volitional psychic entity was responsible
for their production. And although the 'messages* occurred only
when Mrs Foyster was living at the Rectory, a mark of any sort,
made apparently by no visible agency, while the house was being
investigated in a thoroughly scientific manner, is a sufficient pro-
blem. . . . The two instances of the message being confused by
words superimposed on other words: does this suggest the possi-
bility of a person writing surreptitiously, not looking at what he or
she was doing, but perhaps keeping a look-out against an unwanted
interrupter (or working in darkness)? Of course, assuming a * psy-
chic entity9 at work, we may suppose that the difficulty of the
operation might be fairly held to account for such confiisions in
the script.